in the comparison between these cultural groups a pattern emerged whereby the children from Africa, generally, had the most positive self-concept, the children from Asia had the least positive self-concept in the nonacademic
subareas, and the children from Australia/United States had the least positive self-concept in the academic subareas. Because these differences are difficult to explain solely with the concepts of individualism and collectivism, a tentative explanation incorporating the concept of optimism is suggested.
In a review of previous theoretical and empirical research on the concept of self, Shavelson, Hubner, and Stanton (1976) concluded that this area of research was deficient in unitary definitions of the self-concept and that standardized instruments for measurement were either missing or deficient. Consequent to this review, Shavelson et al. defined self-concept as that perception or understanding each individual has of himself or herself, and this self-image is formed through the experiences and interpretations of one's environment. The strongest influences on self-concept are exerted by those individuals closest to oneself and one's own self-attributes. From this broad definition, Shavelson's hierarchical and multifaceted model (HMFM), a self-concept model, was constructed (Marsh, Relich, & Smith, 1983) . According to Watkins, Akande, and Mpofu (1996) , of all the tests subsequently developed to investigate the model, the best known is the Self-Description Questionnaire (SDQ) (Marsh et al., 1983) .
The applicability of the SDQ and its underlying model for Western research groups has been tested with regard to gender (e.g., Marsh, 1985 Marsh, , 1990 Marsh, Barnes, Cairnes, & Tidman, 1984) and culture(e.g., Marsh & Smith 1987; Smith & Marsh, 1985) . The increasing dissatisfaction with the notion that Western attitudes toward self may be general to the rest of the world (e.g., Geertz, 1973; Marcus & Kitayama, 1991; Triandis, 1989) and increasing knowledge of cross-cultural research methods (e.g., Church & Lonner, 1998; Hui & Triandis, 1985; Singelis, Ward, Triandis, Bhawuk, & Gelfand, 1995) have led to several studies in non-Western backgrounds (e.g., Abu-Hilal & Aal-Hussein, 1997; Watkins, Dong, & Xia, 1995; Watkins, McCreary, Juhasz, Walker, & Janvlaitiene, 1995) . In these studies, the application of factor analysis has indicated that the construction of factors in Shavelson's self-concept model fits between test groups, a condition but not a guarantee that multidimensional questionnaires of the Likert type will be cross-culturally comparable (Tanzer, 1995) .
In these studies, the group means have varied in an apparently systematic manner between different geographical regions, and attempts have been made to explain these differences through diverse cultural variables. The study and measurement of cultural variables began with Hofstede (1983) , who, after having analyzed the 117,000 forms and questionnaires that he distributed in more than 53 different countries and regions in his global study of corporate organization within the IBM concern, found four types of cultural dimensions, of which the scale individualism-collectivism provided the strongest interest. Kagitcibasi and Berry (1989) suggested that this was one of the most important themes within cross-cultural psychology, and Bond and Smith (1996) used many of these concepts in their review of cross-cultural social and organizational psychology of the 1990s. The basic assumption concerning all research and theorizing on individualism-collectivism and its influence on the individual is, as Markus and Kitayama (1991) express it, that "People in different cultures have strikingly different construal of the self, of others, and of the interdependence of the two. These construal can determine, the very nature of individual experience, including cognition, emotion and motivation" (p. 224). Briefly, one may summarize that collectivism is distinguished by each individual placing the group's goals above its own, whereas with individualism, each individual places a higher priority on his or her own goals (Triandis, 1989) . Hofstede (1983) presented individualism-collectivism as a bipolar scale with the United States and the Western world at one end and the rest of the world at the other. Later studies (e.g., Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Triandis, 1995; Triandis, Xiao Ping, & Chan, 1998) have shown that these two concepts coexist within cultures and are operational to varying degrees in different situations. The result of these latter studies is a further conceptualization of the constructs into a horizontal and vertical dimension, which points toward the degree of hierarchy and differences in status within the culture. Hofstede's four dimensions have also been criticized for being the products of the culture he himself belonged to (The Chinese Cultural Connection, 1987) , consisting of less than 30% of the earth's population (Singelis et al., 1995) .
Despite the research and theorizing of the 1980s and 1990s, unitary definitions of collectivism and individualism are still missing. Basically, there is a consensus that this aspect presents a fundamental cultural dimension, but the different investigations have applied a large number of different measuring instruments wherein concepts have been rendered operative in separate ways (Chen, Mindl, & Hunt, 1997) . Another problem of similar magnitude is that most of the studies performed are based on one experimental population assumed to be individualistic and another assumed to be collectivistic, for example, an Asiatic country versus Australia or an African country versus the United States. The problem lies not with these assumptions, which may well be valid, but pertains rather to the efforts that must be invested in differentiating between the different dimensions; these efforts were made in only three earlier studies (Bochner, 1994; Bond & Cheung, 1983; Watkins et al., 1998) . Furthermore, these measurements ought to be followed by some test that measures these estimated cultural differences. Finally, in considerations of the relationship between population and research sample, it must be indicated that Hofstede's (1983) study maintains a quality otherwise missing, the global perspective.
In sum, then: Socialization practices that promote individualism help to foster a conception of self that is discrete, autonomous, and abstract. In contrast, socialization practices that include collectivism promote a conception of self that is embedded, ensembled, and situated (Uichol, 1995, p. 46) . Thus, the self-concept of participants from areas that differ in regard to individualism and collectivism ought to differ in a systematic manner.
The purpose of this investigation is to test whether a partition of studies with the SDQ1, in accordance with both current theory and research on cultural dimensions and ethnographic studies, results in systematic variations; if this be the case, to seek to explain these variations.
METHODS

INSTRUMENTS
The SDQ is a test of self-image based on questions of Likert type, that is, statements to which the participant rates agreement, on a 5-point scale, according to his or her own notions. The statements concern both how participants perceive themselves and how they believe others perceive them. The test is available in three versions for different age groups (preadolescents, adolescents, and young adults). SDQ1, the version available for the youngest age group, 8 to 14 years, consists of 76 questions measuring eight different scales. Seven of these scales are based on Shavelson's HMFM (Shavelson et al., 1976) and one, general self-concept, on Rosenberg's (1979) Self-Esteem Scale.
Briefly, the eight scales are as follow: (a) Physical Ability/Sport: self-estimations of ability and interest in physical activities, sports, and games; (b) Appearance: self-estimations of how attractive one is in comparison with others and how others think one looks; (c) Peer Relations: self-estimations of how agreeable one finds others, one's own popularity, and whether others will seek one's friendship; (d) Parental Relations: self-estimations of how agreeable one finds one's parents and one's liking for them; (e) Reading: self-estimations of ability in and enjoyment of reading; (f) Mathematics: self-estimations of proficiency and interest in mathematical problems; (g) General School: self-estimations of proficiency and interest in school subjects; (h) General Self: self-estimations of oneself as an effective, capable individual with self-sufficiency.
Later, three more scales were derived (Marsh, 1990) from the above eight: (i) Nonacademic Self (Physical Abilities, Physical Appearance, Peer Relations and Parent Relations), (j) Academic Self (Reading, Math, and General School), and (k) Total Self (based on Nonacademic and Academic). These derived scales are the means of those scales on which they are based, that is, the points from the scales are summated and divided by the number of scales summated.
SELECTION OF ARTICLES
From the beginning the articles included in the study were either published in international journals or were available in Psychlit and Ebsco databases. The basic inclusion criterion for the studies in this analysis is that they were performed to test the cross-cultural validity of both Shavelson's self-concept model and the SDQ1 instrument. To accomplish this, the authors have made efforts to ensure that the different samples reflect the respective populations sufficiently well. Because standard deviations were presented in a few articles, the article authors were requested to send these values and also whether they knew of or possessed data from any further relevant investigations.
The result of this request was that one new sample surfaced and a couple were automatically sorted out. As Marsh (1989) and Watkins et al. (1997) showed, an individual's self-concept varies as a function of age. To minimize the age factor as much as possible, only those studies wherein the participants were approximately 13 years of age were included. Finally, only those studies that could be accommodated within the chosen cultural groups were retained. The result of this selection process was a total of eight samples, seven from the studies performed by Watkins and associates, and a proportion of the Australian norming sample from Marsh's original research. These samples were then assigned into groups based on culture.
GROUP ASSIGNMENT
Group assignment was based on Hofstede's (1983) cultural dimensions and later research on the concept of individualism-collectivism as well as self-concept studies in relevant areas of investigation and further ethnographic considerations.
Individualism and collectivism may, according to Ward (1993) , be viewed as a cultural syndrome, which he defines as a cluster of shared values, attitudes, and other aspects of subjective culture, (a) that are organized around a central theme, (b) in which the within-culture variation is less than the between-culture variation, and (c) wherein exists a correlation between these patterns of subjective culture and geography. Hofstede's (1983) study placed the United States and Australia highest on the collectivism-individualism scale. Despite later research, reviewed by Singelis et al. (1995) , that showed these two differing on horizontal and vertical individualism, it was assumed that the similarities between them outweighed the differences relative to other groups. Furthermore, Hofstede's (1983) study showed that with regard to the dimensions avoidance of uncertainty and distance from power, the countries were ranked in the constructed experimental groups in a manner by which those included in one group differed from the other groups in a systematic way. Of the eight countries that were part of the analysis, seven of these represented Hofstede's (1983) material. Nepal, the eighth country, was placed in its group in accordance with the criterion of geographic proximity.
With regard to self-concept research, there does not appear to exist any direct comparison between the United States and Australia, but instead, their respective European background and the results of Hofstede's (1983) measurements have been taken as guarantees that more unites than separates these countries. In addition to the common historical and cultural heritage of the native people of sub-Saharan Africa, the African countries have, in comparison with Australia (Watkins, Kan, & Ismail, 1996) and with regard to self-concept patterns, been shown to be more similar to each other than the Australian sample. The assumption of similarities between the Asiatic countries is based on ethnographic literature and is summarized by Ho (1998) , who, in a comparison with the Philippines, wrote:
Variants of the notion of shared identity may be found in other Asian cultures. Conceptions of selfhood and identity in Confucianism, Taoism, Buddhism and Hinduism, in contrast to those of the West, are not marked by a sharp self-other demarcation or individual identity. (p. 95) Thus, in summary, the samples have first, based on the research of Hofstede and others, been divided into groups of individualistic and collectivistic origin, and then, with the ethnographic material in mind, the collectivistic group has been divided into an African and an Asian groups.
With this background, the samples within the three different cultural groups are regarded as parts of three different normal distributions. If this assumption is wrong, there ought neither to occur any statistical differences between the three nor any clear patterns emerging amongst them in the statistical analysis.
PARTICIPANTS AND GROUPS
The first group, hereafter referred to as US/AS, was a combination of two samples, one from the United States and one from Australia (Watkins, Kan et al., 1996) . The American sample was derived from an as-yet-unpublished study by Watkins and Sethi (1998) and consisted of 211 males and 260 females. The Australian sample was a random sample of Marsh's norming sample that was composed of 3,562 students and consisted of 266 males and 231 females. Although the norming sample comprises whole classes and represents all of Australia, the proportion of the population with non-European background is less than 5% (The New Encyclopedia Britannica, 1990) . The American sample originated from a study concerned with self-concept differences between Hispanic and Caucasian Americans and consisted solely of the latter. Common to both samples was that the age variation was 12 to 14 years and median age was 13 years. In total, US/AS consisted of 968 participants of which 477 were males and 491 females. The second group, hereafter referred to as AFR, was a combination of three samples: one from Kenya (Watkins, Akande et al., 1996) , one from Nigeria (Watkins & Akende, 1992) , and one from Zimbabwe (Watkins & Mpofu, 1994) . The Kenyan sample consisted of 50 males and 162 females in the age group 12 to 13. The Nigerian sample consisted of 188 males and 192 females in the age group 12 to 13 years. The sample from Zimbabwe consisted of 131 males and 135 females ages 12 to 13. The schools in Kenya and Nigeria were chosen as providing typical ethnic, religious, and socioeconomic mixtures that were representative of the respective area. The Zimbabwean sample was from a lower-middle-class background. In total, AFR consisted of 858 participants of whom 369 were males and 489 were females. The third group, hereafter referred to as ASN, was also a combination of three samples: one from the Philippines (Watkins & Gutierrez, 1989) , one from Nepal (Watkins, Lam, & Regmi, 1991) , and one from Malaysia (Watkins, Kan et al., 1996) . The Philippines sample consisted of 113 males and 80 females of the ages 11 to 12. The sample from Nepal consisted of 251 males and 153 females of the ages 11 to 12. The Malaysian sample consisted of 137 males and 163 females of the ages 14 to 15. Because the participants from the Philippines and Nepal were somewhat younger than 13 years of age, whereas the sample from Malaysia consisted of participants somewhat older than 13 years, any eventual age effects, as with means, for this group ought to approach those age values obtained in the other groups. The schools in Malaysia and in the Philippines samples were chosen as providing typical ethnic, religious, and socioeconomic mixtures that were representative of the respective area. As Malaysia comprises approximately 60% Malays, 25% Chinese, 7% Indian, and so forth, one must assume that so did the sample. Because these countries have been defined by Ho (1998) as being related in cultural heritage, the inclusion of these groups, although by default, in the analysis is of small consequence. Information on the sociocultural background is not available for the Nepalese sample. In total, ASN consisted of 501 males and 396 females.
STATISTICS
All statistical analysis was performed in Excel, wherein spreadsheets were programmed according to the following methods.
Group combination. To combine the original experimental groups into the new groups that were analyzed here, the following methods were used to derive means and standard deviations. The means are weighted according to the relationship between the original group's size (n) and the combined groups' n, that is, according to the formula This same pooling method for standard deviations is used, also the divider in effect-size estimations instead of the usually applied control group standard deviation: "However, if the research involved comparing the means of two experimental groups, it would be more legitimate to use an sd [standard deviation] which combines the information from both groups (the pooled sd)" (Clark-Carter, 1997, p. 448) .
Effect size and tests of significance. The effect size, that is, the standardized difference between two means (Andersson, 1997; Rosenthal, 1991; Schmidt, 1996) is preferred to traditional significance testing as this does not allow for the experimental size and does not provide a measure comparable between experiments. Effect size, in this experiment Cohen's d (Rosenthal, 1991) , is simple to calculate and provides a measure that may easily be interpreted:
According to Cohen (1988) , an effect size of .20 is to be considered a small effect, .50 a medium effect, and .80 a large effect. Because d does not allow for size of n, it is assumed that n 1 = n 2 , which in this study is not always the case. The consequence of differential group sizes results in an increasing size difference with an increasing underestimation of d. In this study, the largest group difference occurred in the comparison between the males in AFR (n = 369) that provided more than 40% and the males in ASN (n = 501) that provided nearly 60% of the 807 persons in the comparison. This size difference, 60:40, leads to an underestimation of d by 2% (Rosenthal, 1991) . Because all the size differences and, thus, underestimates of d values are less than the above mentioned, these have not been taken into consideration in the data analysis. A t value may be calculated from Cohen's d. This is carried out by a multiplication of effect size with an evaluation of experimental size (Rosenthal, 1991) :
Generally, t tests are not applied when there are more than two groups, but because this experimental method is based on published articles, available data must be used, and thus, in this case, the significance testing of effect size with t test is the only available method of analysis. ANOVAs that would usually be applied, on account of the experimental design, are not possible to calculate from a starting point of only means and standard deviations. To avoid the per family Type 1 error rate rising to unacceptable levels, the Bonferroni multiple comparison method is used. The corrected comparison is calculated by dividing the per family Type 1 error
rate with the possible pairs (c) that can be drawn from an array of k means. The result is that the test statistic will have to be well beyond the .05 level for a comparison to be deemed significant (Kinnear & Gray, 1999) .
Binomial random variables.
A binomial random variable is a variable that in several independent experiments can assume two values, true or false. With the information about how many experiments are performed and the probability of either a true or a false result, then the probability that a given number of experiments will assume a certain value (i.e., true or false) may be deduced according to the formula (Aczel, 1996) :
In this study, the binomial distribution was used as a complement to Cohen's d and t test to calculate the probability that the results from different groups of male and female participants on the different scales are ranked in the same order. Assuming that the results do not vary in a systematic manner, that is, totally random, the males and females of the three groups ought to be ranked in the same order in one out of six scales. If the groups are ranked in the same order sufficiently often, then some form of systematic influence may, with some degree of certainty, be suggested.
RESULTS
To facilitate statistical analysis, the results are separated into three parts: (a) all the male participants set against all the female participants, (b) groups set against each other, independent of gender, (c) a comparison of the groups' boys' and girls' respective rankings to see if there is any systematic pattern emerging.
GENDER INDEPENDENT OF GROUP
To test whether the results from male and female participants differed, effect size between the full sample of each was calculated. Significance testing was performed with independent t tests. Means, standard deviations, Cohen's d, t, and p values are described in Table 1 .
This organization of the results indicated that male participants, with the exception of the Reading and General School scales, evidenced higher means than female participants. Of the eight scales measured, four showed significant differences, ps < .001: Physical Abilities, Physical Appearance, Reading, and Mathematics. Of the three derived scales (for information regarding derivation of these derived scales, see the Methods section), significant differences (ps < .001) between genders were obtained for Nonacademic Self and Total Self. Of these six significant differences only one, Physical Abilities, may be considered relatively large (d = 0.71). The effect size of the other significant differences lay between 0.13 and 0.27.
GROUP INDEPENDENT OF GENDER
To test whether the groups (i.e., US/AS, AFR, ASN) differed independent of gender, effect size was calculated between groups and tested for significance with Bonferroni-corrected independent t tests. The groups are described in rank order, that is, the group with top ranking showed the highest mean (see Table 2 ), for d, Bonferroni-corrected t, and p values; see Table 3 .
The results of this division show that groups ranked first differ significantly (Bonferroni-corrected ps < 0.01) from groups ranked second on the following measured scales: Physical Abilities NOTE: SDQ-1 = Self-Description Questionnaire-1, US/AS= United States/Australia (n = 968), AFR = Africa (n = 858), ASN = Asia (n = 897). df US/AS-AFR = 1,824, (nUS/AS + nAFR 2), US/AS-ASN = 1,863, (nUS/AS + nASN 2), AFR -ASN = 1,753 (nAFR + nASN 2).
US/AS, d = 0.45), General Self (AFR > ASN, d = 0.70). The groups differed (Bonferroni-corrected ps < 0.01) on two of the derived scales: Nonacademic Self (US/AS > ASN, d = 0.36) and Academic Self (ASN > US/AS, d = 0.33). It is worth noting that in the cases of Academic and Nonacademic Self, Groups 1 and 3 alternated ranking but effect size remained about the same. Also, regarding Parental Relations, the effect size between the group ranked first and that ranked third was only 0.06 (p = .18).
MALE AND FEMALE RANKED DATA
Finally, each groups's (i.e., US/AS, AFR, and ASN) ranking was compared between genders on each of the eight measured scales and the three derived (see Table 4 ), and the p values for the number of similar rankings was calculated (for information concerning derivation of binomial random distributions, see the Methods section). The results of this comparison show that with regard to the measured scales, the groups' males and females were ranked similarly with regard to Physical Abilities, Physical Appearance, Reading, Mathematics, General School, and General Self. The probability that these rankings would be similar on five out of eight scales is less than 1 in 100 (p < 0.01).
With regard to the derived scales, the groups' males and females were ranked similar on both Nonacademic Self and Academic Self. The probability that two of three of these rankings would be similar to each other is less than 5 in 100 (p < .05).
DISCUSSION
This study has produced three main results: (a) Gender differences in which the pattern of distribution of responses between genders was more similar than different between the different culture groups; (b) group differences in which the pattern emerged that the African children, in general, showed the most positive self-concept, the American/Australian children had the least positive self-concept with regard to Academic Self, and the Asiatic children had the least positive self-concept on the scales measuring Nonacademic Self. (c) As the boys and girls in the different groups are ranked equally to such a high extent, there ought to be some underlying variable causing this systematic variation.
With regard to the first main finding, that of gender differences, it was found that in the case of differences between girls and boys, independent of group, the girls showed higher mean values on Reading and General School scales, whereas the boys evidenced higher mean values for Physical Abilities, Physical Appearance, Peer Relations, Mathematics, and General Self. Among these differences on the measured scales, four were significant: Physical Abilities, Physical Appearance, Reading, and Mathematics. Only the differences on Physical Abilities were particularly large (d = 0.71); the others were less than 0.20. In the case of the derived scales, there were significant differences on the Nonacademic Self and Total Self scales. Of these, Nonacademic Self gave an effect size of 0.27 and Total Self an effect size of 0.13. Marsh (1989) implied that this pattern of results might be explained on the basis that the traditional gender stereotypes were already transferred and had taken root. An alternative explanation is that as girls mature earlier than boys and as self-concept scores get lower as children grow older, the girls might be responding in a similar manner as the slightly older boys. On the whole, it ought to be US/AS= United States/Australia, AFR = Africa, ASN = Asia. The probability that males and females are ranked similarly on 5 of the 8 measured scales is less than 1 in 100 (p < .01). The probability that males and females are ranked similarly on 2 of the 3 measured scales is less than 5 in 100 (p < .05).
emphasized that the differences, although statistically significant, are not particularly large and in the case of Academic Self, effect size was d < 0.01. These results confirm in part those that were presented by Wylie (1979) in her comprehensive review of self-concept research prior to 1977, that is, that there was no evidence for gender differences in the total self-concept. At a minimum she was correct insofar as these differences are not particularly large within the age group that the present study treats. However, the results appear to be such that the general pattern that emerged is in agreement with Marsh's (1990) conclusions, that is, that the results from girls and boys conform well to existing social norms. It is also important to point out that even though this pattern appears to allow generalization to a global perspective, the selection is based on children that have had the experience of school, which is a condition not to be generalized to all children. Whether the self-concept of, for example, girls that had not had the opportunity of education due to cultural or religious reasons differs from this pattern may only be speculated on. The second main finding indicated that in the comparison between the ranking of the groups without taking into account gender, the African children were ranked highest on half of the measured scales and on all the derived scales. On the scales in which the African children were ranked in second place, there was only one significant difference between them and the group that was ranked first. The higher scores by the African children might possibly be explained by an African notion of hope. This notion is supported by the findings of Edwards and Riordan (1994) that Black South African students have markedly higher scores on a learned resourcefulness test than their White peers. They also advocate the need for further investigation of cross-cultural differences in coping strategies. Fundamental to a person's capacity to cope with difficulties is the individual's degree of optimism. Scheier and Carver (1985) state that optimism refers to an individual's overall positive outcome expectancies and pessimism refers to the opposite, namely, generalized negative outcome expectancies. In her comparison between Ghana and the United States, Eshun (1999) found that the participants from Ghana showed significantly lower levels of hopelessness and suicidal ideation and significantly higher levels of optimism.
The Asian children were ranked third on all the nonacademic scales and the American/Australian on all of the academic scales. In the case of Parental Relations, effect size between first and third was only 0.06. It cannot be excluded that the differences may be due to a deficiency of "scalar equivalence" (Hui & Triandis, 1985) , that is, that the scales are not comparable but there may be present cultural aspects that may offer possible explanations. The higher Academic scores of the Asiatic and African children may possibly be due to the different type of values placed on school achievements in those countries than in America/Australia, where a higher education is considered quite ordinary and school is taken for granted (Watkins et al., 1991) . Triandis, Brislin, and Hui (1988) suggested that individuals from collectivistic cultures value harmony, 'face saving,' and humility to a greater degree. If one assumes that these values are Asiatic rather than collectivistic, then it may be the case that the lower points of the Asiatic children on the nonacademic scales may depend on a certain degree of social desirability, that is, a socially desirable manner of expression of oneself that advocates a certain restrictiveness of one's own performances. However, these results might also stem from cultural differences in levels of optimism and pessimism. Comparisons between Asian Americans and Caucasian Americans (Chang, 1996; Zane, Sue, Hu, & Kwon, 1991) show that the Asian participants were more pessimistic.
The third main finding, based on the comparison between the groups' boys' and girls' rankings, shows that there exist one or more underlying variables that influence the response distributions in a systematic manner. The possibility that these entities would show such a clear pattern without being affected by an underlying variable is extremely remote. Given the large size of the groups and the way in which they were constructed, it seems unlikely that the systematic variation stems from anything other than cultural differences.
CONCLUSIONS
With regard to the gender differences that were obtained, the pattern of which was by itself not a novelty, it has never previously been shown that these differences between boys and girls are dispersed among the school children of four different continents. Furthermore, this study indicated that the assignment of the children into cultural groups generated a pattern of response distribution whereby the African children were ranked highest on the majority of the scales, the Asiatic children were ranked lowest on all the nonacademic scales, and the American/Australian children lowest on the academic scales. A similar pattern has never been demonstrated previously.
As the concepts of individualism and collectivism alone fail to explain these variations in self-concept, it remains to be considered what these differences might be dependent on. It has been mentioned already that the findings may be due to differences in the scales, but there is also a possibility that other scales are needed to differentiate between individuals with positive and negative selfconcepts within a specific culture. Examples of such scales are the Chinese Value Survey (The Chinese Culture Connection, 1987) and the Panukat Ng Pagkataong Pilipino (Guanzon-Lapena, Church, Annadaisy, & Katigbak, 1998) , developed to measure Chinese and Philippine personality traits, respectively. It is probable that much more research of a similar character requires coordination in order to produce a self-concept instrument with global applicability. However, as shown, self-concept differences not explained by individualism and collectivism are possible to explain with recourse to the differences in levels of optimism-differences that according to Markus & Kitayama (1991) may be related to variations in cognition and concept of the self. Based on these findings, future research on individualism-collectivism ought to depart from sole comparisons between East and West or West and Africa or within these geographical areas and also compare Asian and African cultures. Such an approach would allow for differentiation between African and Asian cultures, which is necessary in order to verify or falsify the results of this study; namely, that there are cultural differences between the African and Asian self-concepts that are possible to explain in terms of collectivism and individualism only with the inclusion of the concept of optimism-an inclusion that makes future research necessary in order to refine the concepts of individualism and collectivism further. 
